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. . Ih.recent years, discussions of the relations between rhetorical ’
criticism and the arts have taken on the tone of declarations of fa‘fh——

or sometimes &f decldrations of %War\ I want to hegin by disavowing
any intention to preéach or to fight this morning, and to assnmelthe,”
. , . . .

.. perspective of a curious onlooker. ' ) . )

v
[4

I will talk as a teacher of rhetorical criticism, trying to show

»

¢ ) students hoy rhetoric can provide ways of understanding the work{ng of

, » a variety of texts:

any symbolic action. In my experience, a student confronted with a
f ‘ " ’ - .~

¢ . - - . 4
. teit needs some guidance in knowing what quegtions, to ask about it, and

’0
2 rhetoric provides a l#ing system of thought (one that I find more®pro-

'

-

ductive than linguistics, structuralism, semiology, pnetics, or logic)

. ' +in gebting at the symbolic form and the commynicativé potential of a

1 4

But there are problems.

. ‘ . 7 »

«
o

text.

)

rhetorical criticism to what may properly'%e considered pdetic texts.

=

calling themselves.rhetorf&al critics approach texts.™

,w

. ' RHETORIC VS. POETIC

. ’\ M . *
~-I-know that it-is impossible to resolve the question of the two

literaﬁbres, poetic and rhetorlc, in a short paper, and there are other

. 'qhestions'that I want to move on to. But I must, in passing, indicate
1

- how I think the problem can best be- approached by rhetorical critics.

/ e ’ R

-3

‘films, novels, autobiographies —in factv virtually

N

M

The major problem-is in unaerstanding that it is légitimate to apply

second stems from the variety of often inconsistent ways in which peoplé
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‘of natural law.. Similarly, I believe it is mistaken EE‘%Egérd eithez

| ) - e / ; ]
To.depy a rhetorical critic accgés to a poetic text+it is gsual to
. 4 , T .
’ 4 ’
employ a metaphor of §ubstauée, natural act, -or contract. For instance,”
. - ' / . ' ' :
it is argued that somg téxts -are e8sentially, that is,-substantially,

s -
L L

. ./ : .
poetic: we all know tMat an object cannot be both one substance and

- s

another, a!d we #11 know that two objects canmot’ occupy the same space
at the same tiﬁe. Hence, the argument goes, if an object is poetit if‘_“rﬂ

. 4 r

cannot belzhetorical, and so rhetorical criticism would be out of place.

i

; }
But to make poetry and rhetqgic info substances is a purely metaphorical
: r ! .

' . -
act, and not a proper basis for prohibitions .that seem to carry the force

' which are pure and separate in the’

pde;}c or rhetoric as '"'matural acts,’
. M . 4 !

X
same-way that reflexes and instincts are understood to be: ‘determined °

as a matter qf‘genetic programming. There, are poetic theories which

i
\

N . . /
regard a ﬁ%em as a natural effusion from the uncons%%ous, and therefore,

perhaps, a pure form. But rhetorical theorists have almost always held
’ ‘ . 'Y . .

{as have most poetic: theorists) that poems and, speeches are things made ¢

J . / . . ‘ N R - '
by choice, rather than acts of nature. ¥inally, some who prohibit
4 : * ' -,

rhetorical criticism of poetic forms argue that a‘poem is, in effect,

a contract with its ros implicit in its form: ‘that a fdfm\bomposed

‘as'a~§oem demands that a critic with integrity treat it as a poem. I ‘must .

admit that this aggﬁment strikes me as more foreefdl than the getaphgrs of
- - ' 4 . : , s

'

natural substance or natural act; but I think that it imposes a goﬂstraint

N L
rather than-a prohibition: the critic of a poem must keep in mind that

9

the work is a boeﬁ;.but he need not close his eyes tJ\anything that will

: ' ‘ » - [}
help him ggderstand the wotkings, of the text, and here the proof must-

-

- emerge in.the critic®sm itself. If rhetorical €§¥5}Cism can lgaﬁ to the

4

. L} ’ { -
, ’ . -
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discoveny of forms/'prooesses, and effects that mlght otherwise go 1

’ A N € - . N - . )
j\\l” reducing it to a lingwistic puzzle, .rhetorical critic is likely to be o

.

'qo describe'the differences Petween rhetoric and poetic, the critic
- ] N

A kY s . I

umnoticed, then it has made its case. It is true that a clumsy rhetorigal

! . -

critic can, triv1allze a work of the imaglnation'by treating it as-3 form

' ‘

of-public/éiscohrse, and can dimini the experience of en image by \~j

o

text and a critic will seek variety where a theorist might try to
i ,ose unity ﬁnd go where a philosopher or oheorist will rightly try . SN
N

may, with Kenneth BurRe*Qbe "much oore.interested in bringing the full
‘to bear upon\the study of a o
tert that in trying to-draw a strict line of-demarcation between T
Rhetoric and Poetics.u.z. The theori§<’and the critic;haye th;ngs to say

resources ofy Poetics and Rhetoriqa‘dooens

-

' # each other: one drawing towards‘iogical consiStené?, the other facing
- wats

‘with the‘business of, examinging . texts. 4nd so, I Enépose that we try to '

| ‘ A «
and .celebrating the inconsistency of actualscases. 5
B : '.

, ;4 THE SENSES OF RHETORIC\)

-

4 v
I1f.we give priority to understanding the philosophical distinc- -

. ) . , )
tions and relations between rhetoric and poetlic, we'will never get on

‘ .

y
understand how the rhetorical tradition provides ways of understanding ‘\

e
pe——

texfs. I will describe my own experience.- . )
L] ] -l . . , .' .

I am currently teaching two courses, and parf of a third, as the .

> : A | N

' read and dissect novels and’:f‘tobipgraphy: Henry James' The Ambassadors,

_rhetorical criticism of nonoratorical forms. Oné is a semipar on "The

' . ~—

Rhetoric of Natration," in which' we ook ‘for theory to Kenneth Burke,
. . ) 3. ]
Wayne Booth, and to Professor Corbett's antho}ogy. For examp%es we

\

s‘ i .

J . . . '
. ' rd v >
- . 3 ! -
. R .
"
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ulde s The Cbunterfeiters Thomas Mann s Fellx Krull, ROth‘s ortnox

~

Comglaint Ellison s qulslble Man, Uptcn Slqclair s The Jungle, and The .

. ~

Autobiog%aphy of«Malcom X " _'}] j L ; .i

B

In another courle, on ih Rpetoric of Film and Televisiﬁn,' we

consider from a rhetoricaI perspedblvevthe writings ardd- films-of Sergei
\ , ¢ .

Eisenstein; a seIection of Germep films ﬁroh The Cabinet of Dr. Caligari~

. ~ - 5
to Triumph of the Will, and .a changing "group of other %ilms_such as Wiseman's

’ ‘ Coe . ,
High School, Respgis' Night and Fog, Renoir's Grand Illusion, .Godard's

1.

Wegkend, the Why We Fight series, and a sample of television from The

~ 'y

. Brady Bunch to Walter Cronkited

-

In both of these courses, we devote most of our time to observation,

' .
descrippion, andlysis, and intefpregation of cases, rather than to con-

sideration of theory per se. The»firsi principle of rhetorical criticism

for us, is to make a close reeding of the case at hand. .Bu&~;he\gl2§§//x/’/‘//7\

S - . B
 reading of a texg,and, a full appreciation of the text as a rhétorgcal
-~ ' - : -
- enterprise, demands a perspectiwe and a methad” | We conceive of rhetorical =
Y ¢« ‘ .
criticism as providing a'way to make use of the'best df formalist, con-

textual, and phgnomenological approaphes, to g;t at the metho&‘and the

experience of a text. It enables ds to agv of a given work:

h -
1. What were the resources'(and conétraints)‘available'to

e 4. L \

the author? . N T -
. .. : r

« 2. What could the work have meant for its audience?

. . . -
- '

3. What readin%would an ideal.audience make of sthe text?-

USSP SR B i e e DI

4s ﬁiHow can aycritiﬁ help an audience gaiﬁ aceess to the : v

b ‘é;hommunicetive potential of a text?: .

The problem for my students is to know what questi®ns to ask about the_

-
¢ ~
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. . - ‘. ’ '.
" text. . We found that we needed a' topical system to suggést questions
4 3 reader might bring,to a text; the sort of thing Wilson and ‘Arnold do
AN . 5 )
for rhetorical invention in Publ’c Speaking As a Liberal Are, and that

v

A 4

e wArneid -hag suggestedfor critiCS‘of orar'ﬂTStourse“tn‘CthitiSﬁ“of o) <:9 Guani

£ . o ) B ,\
Suchea. topical system'exﬁfts in the‘works~of self~described

. . l

. 6 . .' \x -
. Rhetoric. . < ) '

rhetorical critics of literature, fflm, ahd *other media, but has nowhere °

. . .
-

been brooght together as a system. Part of the\reason that it has not

been<hrougnt together is as, I-have already indicated the willingness of
\)

cr1t1cal method to wait courteously un l rhetorical ‘heory solved,

.finally, the question of the boundaries of rhqﬁpric and‘goetic. But the

. courteous pause now_naving lasted two and anhalf millennia, !ﬁ can perhaps
¥ - 4 .

be excused for going about our business of pursuing critical mé&ghod even

-

in the absence of philosophical unity. And so/let us look at criti&g who
Ld s * .\9" )
claim to be doing rhetoricel criticism. We find at once that they atm

. using the word ”rhetoric"'in different and sometimes conflicting ways.
. 1 Y

Now, if I were looking for philosophical unity that would be a problem,
-but I'm going to claim that for a teacher of rhetorical ‘criticism those

different usages.of "rhetoric" as a theoretica} construct are not a
N R . - »

problem but a resoujoe, a ready;made topical ‘system suggesting a variety
, . . T . I3
«of ways to approach a text. In what follows, I will describe,some of
/
N . - R f

the senses of  mhetoric that I have found most useful in suggesting to

. .

‘students how to unravel a‘text. That they overlap logically, @r some-

B e g

. .times contradfct each,other,is not our immediate concern. We want -to

- *knoy, rather, what does,this eritic or group of critics mean‘by
- ’ '\

+ "rhetorical" and how does it aid in the reading of a text? You wE}l

’

note,.by the way,. that some oritics use more than onme .0f the follgpwing

‘s

-

Iz
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- senses, but for our’ present purposes that,is not a problem.

1. The critic whom I sball call ﬁhe intenéionalist is interested=in °

.
-

symbolic forms deliberately‘constrdctea-as persuasidn, argument, or (
. t

‘f5?3§E§EHaET”5Ufjﬁhich ocour in €9rms other tﬁéH”é?FQEEHEmgﬁﬁiiEWQBEAQIEQW"-'

or written argument. It is often helpful to have external evidence guggest-
ing a persuasive intgnt, but, especially for students,the search -for ex-

)

sternal evidence shou%d not be allowed to interfere.with cloée reading.

"

Given internal evidence of persuasive intent, the critic typically wants

to,understand the.shape of the text and its potential effect--the question
of actual behaviofal effects is frequently a blind .alley for student
. “

critics. A prime example of a work” suited to the intentionalist critic

. ’ " 4
is Upton Sinclair's The Jungle--a work clearly designed as propaganda.
But the most interesting questions for a critic of The’Jungle do not.stop

. ¢ .
with“Sinclair's stated intentiong or statistical evidence of audience
r - - -
response. Far . move interesting, from a rhggorical point of view, is
~the question of the<interaction of form and reader: Sinclair wanted to

persuadi, and relied upon the vividness”of thg novelistic form to pop-.
ularize his argument. But the novelistic form also vitiéﬁed his argument,

resulting in a work of curious power that,misfired as propaganda and
Y ' N
fails as a novel. Sinclair’s intention got it all started, but tQE\

’ 0
A

critic'!’attention must quicklv shift to rhetorical resources and social
. 7 . ’
and psychologicql contexts to make a reading of the text.

. -y . )
2. Our second critic i{s the social critic, interested-in the effects

- ., of inadvertent pepsuasion§ if the intentionalist critic takes in works

obviously structured to persuade, the social critic takes in these and

-

all other works which, regardless of intent, reflect and influence so¢ial ~

-

and political. norms. Roland BartHes, for instaﬂce, writes of the implicit

®

" 7

o ‘ . . g ) . .

. - N
- . -
[ETYCTRD-..  (PPRTPPPVRINPIVRI
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- , A ') .

- . effects, apart from the content of the tracts.’

. . ‘ ‘. 0) A v"
t 9 . - , co e -./l

mythologieqdﬁf popular culture. a recréting p?ster, a wrestlipg-hatch,'or

L

a_child’'s toy, dand suggests/that these ephemera perform political offices
— . ) \
incidentally and inadverteltlvu Insoﬁér as he 1s a critic, as opposed

1 e ma g cwen

‘te a scientis‘; the critic of social efgects works by explication of the

hypothetical or potenfial effects of a given. text. ‘The effects critic

asks what values the artifact asks us td share. The premier case of this

sort of CI'lthlsm is in thé emerging body of work which haswded to

]

reveal the dynamics of racism and sexism inherent?in our popular cul&ure;
N . »

-

\ ~ .
but it alsolggef back to S. Karacauer's work with’German film in From
-3 . 9’ . y L 7 .
Caligari to Hitler. In a more traditional'vein Keith W. Stavely argues~

that the style of Milton's prose tracts carries-its own political:;ide
: -10 .

x
<

. . - % -
3. A ¢lose cousin of the effects critia,-but deserving -a separate cate- -

! -

gory bgcause of a3 difference in interests and methods®is Wayne Booth,.yhose

LS ’ ; . \ « ! . <
interest in {he Rhetoric of Fiction is not in the broad social effects of
. o - / P ’
a work but in the persuasion to a temporary state of thohghts and feelings
( ) ’ .

needed’ to apprehend a work\of art. Booth's concept of the implied .author
) \
. (and its necessary correlative, the-%ﬁplied audience), together with

the ‘critical method it entails in its examination of persdn, harrator,
distange, and privilege, pro;ide a way of talking sensibly about the way

works of art become availaple to audiences—-uithout having to subject

» . . .

‘such discussions to the charge of philistine disregard of the aesthetics
11 < .
of art. ™\Booth's céntribution to the rhetorical analysis of fiction,

though still uoii: debate, is now widely accepted; But there is: much ‘to !
be. done: so far as I know there has been no published attempt to expli-

12
cate the film as a narrative using Booth's methods.

i .
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4. “Our next tyo senses of rhetoric both have to do with an interest
t

in” the study or rhetorlc w1tH1n the work. The first of these 1is the
. - ~ _ ‘
-cr1t1c of QPltatlve rhetoric: The rhetorlc adﬂressed by one cha;actef‘ &
v A, ’
" to another within a dramatic or narratiVe wotk. This soru>of thetoric

-~

- . .
is the' dianoia and ethos of Aristotle's Poetlcs, and 1s a well—known and
L 4 ' -~

potent1ally valuable topic in any rhetorical critic s system. "In T

' addition to such traditlonal stud1es as Nicolas Gross' "Alcestis and the

" Rhetoric of Departure,' and Mary Maherfs "Internal‘Rhetorical Analysis

theﬂe is other'fecent work looking for:

\ v

and the Interpretation of Drama,

the pacterns of commun1cat1ve relatlonship in fiction and telev151on
. . 13
commercials as models of interpersonal rhetoric. ., Diane Kowalski' 8/1976

_master s thesis is a conulnclng demonstration of the rhetorical roles

, parcelled out to men and women in selgcted television commercials, and *

Lynn Kelley is cnrrently examining the rhetoric of men and women in a
Y14 - . .
soap opera. . ]

’ >

S. The other maJor sense cf rhetoric w}thln the work is thao\qhich looks

for rhetorical patte:ns and forms as elements in the structure of Works ‘

.
v

not neceSsarily rhetorical 'in intention. It inquires into the inventional,

+

dispositional, and stylistlc resources available to‘and used by the author.

A comprehensive work of this type is Sister Miriam Joseph's Shakespeare's'
e 15 . ) )
Use of the Arts.gg'Language. This sort of criticism, essentially

formal in its approaegéggoes beyond purely formal criticismlfo enlighten
s -

us about historical and biographical matters, since it tells us what ™~

' ;Jwas traditionally available as the compositional resources of an author,
and gives an indicgtion of the sort of equipment a contempdfary'audience

could draw upon tp understand a work. Hence, even a formalist rhetorical
i - . . -

<k

-

-




» v
-

critic is interested in a work as somethling made and undefstood in the-

“oontegt of its own time, This sott of rhetorical formalism can, it is

rue, produce some uninteresting catalbgs, as in those ponderous revela-
. - . &y

-

! Y ) '-'—\
. t}pns that, yes, indeed, such-and-such a speaker did yse ethos, %ogos,

-

and pathos. chee again, 11terary criticism is in advance of film criti-

’
-

-/
cism 1n;its application of formalist rhetor1c but that 1is partly be-

cause it would, be difficult to show that any\fllm maker Wprked from a

’
[

. . ] ,
system of composition as coherent and traditional as renaissance rhetoric.”

-
-

£
A critic coul& apply the system of rhdtordic only post hoc: certainly no ,

- -

film director ever drew upon it as his major compositioﬂaf scheme. A
. < &

film critic's alternative is to !‘nd an analogous;formal system. in film

'theory——the rhetorical equivalent of Spottiswoode's Grammar of Film ¢r*

Metz' Language of Film. . ' ’ ) L
’ > -

t

*6. Our next critic, the genre critic, is interest®d in how a message/
. M L b ‘ .
. .
constitutes a type4/how that type creates resources and obligations for

_the author's invention, and how it also invikes a context that will in-

f}%ence.an audience's anticipation of and response to the work. The

~ *

theory of genres as the. search for jixed and ﬂmmutable types has had a
|
1ong and fitful history, pnodu ive of many definiFions, but .doomed to
s
.failure. But a rhetorlcal proach to genre, centered on the notion of
. ps . - -

genre as coutekt;‘for composition and response, holds much promise.

Kathleen Jamieson has demon'trated the uspfuiness of the concept of
16 . e

genre_as a constraint’ upon rhetors. And in criticism of the arts,

. genre cwiticism can help to ’combat' th fallueious notion of the work of

L]

art as singular and independent by noting that response tg the work

_depends in part upon what sort of a work the audience takes it to be.

-




In f11m crlticism, the’ generic approach has too often searched unprofita—
’ v b - .
T . - ;'
bly. for‘the final fixed.derinition of, say, the western, Qr the documen-
- . .')x, iv‘ ¢ ¢

v - -

tary. A rhetoruhil critic would be more llkely to speag&gg‘g“n;gmasﬂamm“mﬁmmwwlim

3‘“pﬂttenn of‘ack{ghs by~artists and audiences,,guided by conventions that
can inf;:m‘and enrich a single work that extends the genre, or that can
diminlsh a work the respgnse to wh1ch is..simply a matter of habit. We- *
. : - »
@an enjoy a well-made g;ng:ter movie like Public Enemy because we have

£

]
learned how to watch it, and we can respond fully to Godard s Breathlgss

", only if weycan draw upon hébits of response to gangster movies - that Godard
I . B ] T

s

invokes and theh contradicts and transcends. ™ ; , .

’

¢ - . - ot . [ ]

N .y o )
7. Another 8&chgol of critics is interested in the author's ™imfflicit
0

rhetorical the

rd .) » N
'-the depiction of the interaction of characters in a novel, filmg or play,
b ’ ' . ? o ..

the author frequently employs, in passing, metaphors that refer tp the

"

-
.

process of communication. Close examinatiod of these metaphors may reveal
» that the author:’_has a coherent, if not explicitly ‘stated,jtheory o‘
rhetorical interaction. For ‘instance, Bonnie Johnson ﬁound;that radiCal
gro;ps,in.confl ' with each other are likely‘to profess a theory oi
> . -~ . i
communication that implias the sinister control of’mindless followers. =

%
8

The search for implicft rhetorical theories is in its infaney, but is . / :
<

likely’ to bet an important qxd product‘ive line of inquiry. The explica—

A

-"tion of implicit- rhetorical theories can tell us much about the models of

U Y ....._,_, SIS S

communieation‘gyz society 1is likely to share, since we derive Our view

P

_ of what is real in large part from our arts. *®And further, chetorical

N ’

‘the0ry itself is liEely to be enriched by close examination of the

L3
rhetorical insights of creative artists, whose intuitive grasp of

) e - : ) : '
* °

o - - . )
."" Inythe presentation of his own commun}cation, and in .-

-

.

-
J




y

symbolic interacti6:% is likely to be, in many cases, richer than t!ﬁt ‘

» . ‘

Al “ 5 . [

of academic theorists..

-

N

T~

Y

w ‘

+. , = 8. Our next critic is the idealist rhetorical critic, whose concern, in.’
¥ . - examining particular works,. i.s to evaluate the ‘extent to which they fulfill
. . th%bromise of rhetoric¢al theory as an.ethical system. The idealist

';v . critic,is not a utopian, but does insist upon reoalling.that rhetoric

Y . -

rhetorical critltism to the ,arts and to ‘media other than public speaking

-

®

* “originated as more,than a té

prehensive system of being,

;7ﬁiqu
nowi

bolic 1nteréction, linking men dh;pugh peech

Lt are thus partial and- ingomplete.

arts and of modern meédia) but that it is also crucial not to deceive ‘our-

Eﬁlves into thinking th
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of persuasion, that it is a com

¢ .
» a mode of public sym

‘Al1 app;ications of

“ ’

I believe thae there are important

o

+

.

etorical critiec 1s to keep aliveﬁrhetoric as.a

)

1y

‘

gains in drawing upon rhetbrical traditr\ps for dn, understanding of the

de ‘of public‘action

atj we have thereby constituted a rhé‘.rical cal-

7

Rhetorical criticism of the arts can‘hglp us to understand certain

\

LY

prpcesses and e‘fects in symbollc‘modes other than public address, but

_the fallacy of equivocation is a consi?nt temptation, and one duty.of the

The final gritic ip our list is the eclecticq the ofie wha, asked

Ot

»

: S, , L ] .
-’scientism, technicism, privatism, aestheticism, and .supernaturalism. -

in 2 society constantly tempted away from rheto¥ical modes of action by -
’ P v < )

. which of the eight critics we have mentioned soaﬁhr he ngognizes him—
‘self as, answers, all of the above. Although there-may b. certain “
L) . , 1ogical problems in pfacing all eight in ene systemi there are, éspeci- |
- ]

g. ' ally‘for student critics, advantages in try&ng each tp see what'itcwilb

- provide. The eclectic rhetorigal ¢ritic is interested in Thetorict;ﬂi
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the study of’'what gives effectiveness to qun, in the pragmati$§ of

~ . ) , P
,ommunication. Héhce; he is interested in the technical apparatus ‘of

/ w0t
each system of communication (f11m theory, versification, ruless of

drama;ic construction)g in rhetorical technique as it might be applied

'v—t

' ro: q variety‘of systems$ in the effects, both private and public, of W

given works; in how works are experienced by audiences, in how soécial \
e - !

contexts and artistic conventions govern the experience of a parficular f

work; in the ways imaginative works nepicg'how people’c6mmunicate; and

in rhetoric as an ideal of culture. All of these have at various times

been advanced as the steted objects and methods of people calling them-

selveslrheterical critics, and all have denonstrated considerable bene~

" fits. Conversely, each of these questions has been asked by other -
- ) ..

, critics whose work is uninformed by rhetoric as a system of thought,” and

v

" whose work 1is therefore diminished. in explanatory power.

]

The nine types of rhetorical critics T have described provide a

™= .. ,
“Ggeful critical’agenda for beginning students. A more rigorous logic
&~ .

would probably reduce the number of types from nin. to perhaps tw'o or
three; a more discriminating historical sﬁrvey.would certainly nultiply

the nine by a factor of two or tnree.; But for the purposes of riiging
- [

major questions, I have found this set pf critical agendas a-useful -

starting point, a 1earnable and flexible set of topoi for beginning

-
critdcs. 1In classroom use, each. of the topoi needs to be further ela-

K

borated, to show how a given perspective implies a series of questions

. ! A ’-‘ [ .
about a‘given work. Apd once we have identifigd a self—deagribed
’ 1

rhetorical approach, nored its critical assumptions?“hpq‘e;aboreted the

. .
method by whieh it analyzes a text, we can go one step furthér and ask

14
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. dnes of inquiry.

13

tow it might help in domains to which it has not been appl;ﬂ': for

instance, rhétorical approaches to genres and to narrative techniquesf

- L4

have been little used in film criticisms ’ C .

. Pl )

$ For each of the senses of rhetoric described in this paper, it

is possible to find examples of practical crificism by éritiés who call

themselves rhetoricians. But for most of these sensés, there fre also

critics who do not call ‘themselves rhetoricians but are pursuing similar
. Vi -

19 . .
'~ A dajor task on the agenda of crigical theory is
' e , among L :
t%trace.the possibilities for cross-fertilization/rhetorical critics ahd

critics of literature, film, television, and otHer nonoratorical forms:

the domain of the semiologist- . .
' . the e
-One's gim is to give 2 student/minimum amount of critical method
'. " ‘(f . ’ ,
to stimulate the maximum appregiatﬁow of a text, its form and content,
: ’ .. ) )

) «

its conte;t,’;nd -<its communicative potentiaih’ The. topical system I

have desc.:ribed I}as been helpful to me Ynd my stddgnts, but h.Q yet to be
fully tés{ed in teaching and.pfigtical criticism. And the fﬁhal t éf;),
of a critical theory ;; not in its adherence to a static logic of fixed

formé'h;t in the ways it opens up dnderstahdings pf pérticular symbolic

actions.

.
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'"Fog some récent views, see Keénneth Burke, "The Party Line,"

62-68; Wilbur Samuel Howell, "The Two-Party Line:

g S, 62.(1976),
. 69-77; Howell, Poetics,

A Reply to Kenneth Burke," g___?gz (1%76),

Rheto!ig, and\Loglc (I1thaca: Cornell University Press, 1975), Donald,

C/k Bryant, Rhetorlcal Dimensions in Critlclsm\(eiton Rouge: Louisiana
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Seate UniversityﬁPress, 1973).
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zgénneth Bu;ke,'"Rhetoric and ‘Poetics;" Language As Symbolic

University of Ca11forni§ Press, 1966), p. 307.
! 'Studies in Symboﬁig )
T Y

Action (Berkeley:

3Burke, The Philosophy of Literary'Form

(Berkeley: Utiversity of California Press, 1973);

Act{on; 3rd ed.
w# Wayne C. Booth, The Rhetoric of Fiction (Chicago:
_Press, 19g1f Edward P. J. Corbett, ed., Rhetorical Analyses of Literary
York: » Oxford University ?ress

Upiversity of Chi’cago

r

Wowks (Ne ,31969).
Rhetori&al criticism pfovides a way of discussing the author

witho;t having to see his work.as a puzzle or-a symptsm. .
. ) - . - t
’John F. Wilson and Carroll C. Arnold, Public Speakin As a
pp. 72-82

Liberal Art, 3rd ed. (Boston: Alyn & Bacon, 19

d Dispo-

{ Rhetoricdl Analysis of Invention
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, sition in Upton’Sinclair'é The Jungle," unputlished M.A. thesis, H\
he '0 . 0" - . . ¢
‘ . Cornell Universitv, 1961.: Jerry Hemdrix and James A. Wood, '"The -
. , 'Rhetoric of Film; Toward Critical Methodology,” The Southern.Speech B
Communication Journal, 39 (Winter 1973), ¢ 105-122. r

. . -

§Roland férthes; Mythologies, trans.'Anné;te Laversf(New York::

Hill and Wang, 1972). Barthes épeaks of these myths as "depoliticiaia L
1 .
‘ speech " that’ is, as symbélic forms -that ext}c1se the influence of, and

’ i
.

- occupy the niche of political talk but that implitity deny they are. .

politlcal fhey seem "natural.f We might cdllrsudh persuasiono.

-
LS . d

‘ ' "de-rhetorical " —
. 5 )

' - = 'See also Roland+Barthes, '"Literature as Rhetoric," Sociology of .
) . ke 20C20-08Y

4

v

" Literature and Drama, ed. Elizaheth and“Tom Burns (Baltimore: ‘Renguin,
- 4 v i o »
, 1973). For a semiological critique of the- New Criticism as out, of con-

O
< P

\ﬁ4> ) texf, see, Terence Hawkes, Structuralism and Semiotics (Berkefey:\ Univer:

v )
si;y of California Press, 1977), pp. 151-160.

. The relation of structuralism and semiotic to rhetoric is oroblema-

-

© tic. Structuralism, and one wing of semiology, regards human symbolic
b ./ .

action in reductionist WaYS, as does sociobiology. For them,the éymboliq

form is a symptom of deep structure. B rhetoric is committed (as is,

another wingiof.semiology) to the gignifidance of‘the symbolic foruyas
huma*étion' for the rhetorician, a symbolic forg constitutesfan

. ”
experience important‘ior its ofm sake and for its implications as being,
knowing, and doing. Fo§~the rhetorician, a symbolic form. is a mode of |

experience and action; for the structuralist, a rhetorical-action is
’\l

\
R a relatively superficial derivative var»-of an invariant sub-

7 .

. . structure. Semiology and structuralism have provided éomewimpoitant
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tactics for symbolic analysis and have forced attention to wider ‘domains

“),\ -

. ! / I- »

) "of symbolie behav1or, but may be fundamentallyfantitheticét’to rhetoric

£y . N )

and to criticism. This is the difference between Kenneth Burke and Ernst,

Cassirer, between Roland Barthes and Claude Levi-Strauss. Arrhetorician

attends to symbolicszﬁtions, a structuralist to symbolic forms. - ,

.

gs‘ee’ for exami)le, Marjor{e j?}op‘corn Venu81'(\New York:’
af B ' o *
From Caligari to Hitler (Princeton:

e . 1974).

Theré are many other studies of this type.

Avon,

Princeton

Siegfried Kracauer,

A

L

University Press, 1947).

sample:, T.W. Bensdn, fJoe: An Essay on the Rhetoric of Film," Journal
Lo 2 Journaz

P

of Popular Culture, 8 (wihter 1974), 610-618; T.W.lgenson, "Video*>

o logy:

’-SQace and Tme in Political Television,

31 (1975), pp. 23-38; Marshall McLuhan, The
.o v
1967); Craig R. Smith,

Cemmuﬁication éﬁpual;

-

Mechanital Bride (Boston: _.Beacon Press,

Nefrs As Rhetoric;" Western Journal 6f Speech Communication, 41 (1977), h
¢ ©

147~ 159 William R. Brown,'"The Prime-Time Television Environment
SLji 389-399; Thomas'S.

},"Conversion of America's Consciousness:

) . ‘ Rhetobric of The Exorcist," QJs, 61 (1975), 46-47. )

Oh literary criticism as the explicatiom™of the method of a text
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-
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. and Emerging Rhetorical Visions, 62 (1976)

3

' Frentz and Thomas B. Farrell The

>

&

and its relation to a social and phenomenological cohtext, see also
% A

bacvan Bercovitch, The Plritan Origins and the American Self (New Haven:

Yale University Press, 1975), Pane Fussell The Gr

Waf and Modern

EZ (London. Oxford University Press, 1975). The‘spcial critic

PoooL share with it? How?. . '
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ks' What values does. this work ask me to share, or assume that I

"Television:
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.loKeith W. Stavely, The'Politics (_ii Milton's Prose Style, 'Y_'ale )

1 4

) -Stddies in English, 185 (New Haven: Yale University Press, '1975), p. 2.

-

Siegfried Kracauer describes a politics of style for film in. eozz of

.

Film:, The Redemgtno_f_ Phys1cal Reality (New Y,'o.rk. " Oxford University

. - .
’ N . " . . L,

Press, 1960). L - o - )
o ‘ ' t . LI ) . .
X llSée, for iristanc':e,. Susan Sontag, "Against Interp.retation,"
<4 -y, 'p*' ‘ * 4 .
Against. Interpretation (New Xorrc' Dell, .- d.), p. 14: “™n place of ya

13 N -

hermengutics we need an erotics of art. And P 12: "The best

- _,"/\3 ,-... ( e

‘crit;idism' and it’( is unéommon,-is of this sort that dissolves consider—

e

[

i ationsof .con!:ent,in'bo those‘of forﬂu ) The critics to whose work 'Sontag

gc [

is Q.bJectlng typicallly a“pp_roach even non—did‘M drama and narrative by

1

) 1dentifying 5 X theme 1w Which they og\ten take ase synonymous,witm its’

meaning.- . Booth aug the, ot'her-"Chicago iitics *also object to ‘such
¥ .

's‘ ’ o%, ° -

e vstructmtl, reductions "Booth 1nquires into the tethnique of creat:‘in.!’g:‘f

.

. s
aes.theté.c experiences——t'he states of t'hoo.'ghts and feelings the work ' °
-
“ ’,
invi;es in a reade_r; and the mea‘ns by which "those thoughts and feelings -
. .- ) ;._~ ". ',',,' - /- '

ai'e 'invitqd. e - . . .
.I: . . M
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W R Irwin, __;__g_ Ga.me o.f the Impgssible A Rhetorfc of Fantasf (Urbana.
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The Universit.}; of Illi‘nois Press, 1976), Warwick Wadlington, _The Confidence
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gamé in’ American’Liter.a.ture (Prinéeton‘ Princeton Univers1ty Press, 1975)
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Robert Seco‘r .The ‘Rhé’to,ric—of Shifti‘therspectivesr Conrad s Victory, .
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The Pennsylvania ‘Staoe University Studies No. 32 (Universipl— Park, /’Phe
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Pennsylvania State Uni\?ersit:y, 1971). See a1so Nick Brown, "The
Spe.cta.tor-in—the—Text The Rlvtori‘c of Stu gecoach,' Film Quarterly, 39
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Depict Male-Female' Interaction?" " Umpublished M.A. Thesis, The Pennsylvania

.

sgate University, 1976. ’ . . " T T
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15Sister Miriam Joseph, Shakespearé'sUse of the Arts of Language

(1941: pt. New'Yofh: Hafper,; 1966); seedalso Thomas 0. Sloan and Baymond

~

'B. Waddington, eds., The Rhetorjc of Renaissance Poetry (Berkeley:,

- X 4
University of-California Press, 1974).
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16Kathleen‘ M. "Jamieson, "Antecedent Genre As Rhetgrical Con§traiﬁti!

QJs, 61.(1975),

b

406-415". "The standard téxt on the rhetoric of genresi
5 - . - & s . ‘
is in Northrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism: Four Esgays (Princeton:

! ¢ . ~ °

?f&nceton University Press, 1957). Cle Co
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.- 17Bopnie McD. Johnson, "Images of the Enemy in Intergrdup Conflict,"
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84-92. The term "implicit
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1s Professor Johnson's. For another treatment, seé

Central States Speech Journal,d26 (1975Y),
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rhetorical theory

/ 4 .
T. W. Benson, "Poisoned Minds," Southern Speech Journal, 34 (1968),
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18T. W. Benson and Gerard.A.‘ﬁiuse}, "Ideals, Sﬁperlatiyes, and :

the Decline of Hypocrisy,?“gJS, 59 (1973), 99-105; T. W. Benson,

"thﬁoric and Autobiography? 7ﬁe Case of Malcom X," QJs, 60 (1974),
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Lo Lawrenéé W. Rosegfield, "An Augopsy'of}the Rhetorical Trédition,"mThe\

[N o v

: B;osggcg ‘of Rhetorip,.Lléyd F. Bi%féroand Edwin Black, eds.-(Enélewood
e Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1971); pp. 64-77. ' .
{‘u ' ; A rhetorical ldeal spéciﬁie; cett;in politicai and ethical relations,.
h andxigz means'by_which they ar; realized through-iutentional; public, -

LS

-

" # ratiojal/affective, answerable, oral, probabalistic discourse. None of
[} - ' ) - ’ ’ .~°
i...‘hq the symbolic forms or critical approaches we have touched upon fully'

¢
—

realizes these rhetorical ideals and so‘'each i§ non-rhetorical. :But

criticism of such forms can’call attentiod to ways jﬂpwhich such forms
! ‘ : '

cdnstitute;de—rhetof}cal speech. De-rhetorical.speech is_any symboiic

form thaf’pérforms the functions of rhetoric, or gccupies the eéological ’

L 1

mjche theoretically alloted ‘to fhetoric, but which does not or canmnot

. L. LN R
. accept the obligations of rhetoric as a mode of bé}né:\tﬁéwing,-and

doing. This is.not to say that aesthetic forms have no business influ-

. encin%cfttftudes. On the contrary, as Robert Joyce has shown, human
Al - ) N R ™
subjectivity is largely a product of aesthetic experience. See Robert

R .

» Joyce, The Esthetic-Animgl? Man, The Art—Creaied-Art—Creator (Hicksville:

[y

LN .
.Exposition Press, 1975). To point out that a symbolic forﬁ dis non-

. e . I
,rhetorical is an act of description; td argue that it is de-rhetorical
' is an act of ﬁblis&eal'judgment?\»But.in an gge when acts of pure .
rhetoric are discouraged by the social Eont;gt;‘rhetorical criticisa .

can still be useful as a perspective and a method by which to notice

what is happening—and what is not happening.

¢ ] éach of the symbolic forms occupies in some measure and performs to sbme
dégree the‘offices that.}hetbrical discourse would£ and the rhetorical .
s ) - '
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Rhetorical critics, in their ‘'stampede awdy from.the analysis of

. L A . . .
public discourse,,ma}-be:abandoning something of value and risking a

~

trivialization of the new media that now engage their attention.

»

lngr e*ample,~mgny recent critics of mass media are following

lines-of inquiry parallel to rhetqrical tﬁeory.,'sée'Stanley Cohen

and Jock Young, eds., The Manufacture of News: A Reader (Beverly Hills:

3 1

Sage, 197%); Clasgow‘University Media Groap, Bad News (London: Roﬁtiedge &
Kegen Pagi, 1976) ; Stuart Hall, Ian Connell, and Lidia Curti, "The

'Unity' of Current Affairs Television," Caltural Studies, 9 (1976),
. 0\ . .
pp. 51-93; Michael 'J. Arlen, The View from Highway 1 (New York: Fariyr,

/

I3

-~

Straus & Giroux, 1976); Robert R. Smith, Bey%nd the Wastelahd: The

Critfcism:gi Broadcasting (Falls Church, VA: Speech Communication

Associatien, 1976); Colin Seymour<Ure, The Political Impact of Mass Media -,

zBevquy Hills: Sage, 19%4); Hordce Newcomb, ed.; Television: The "

14
Critical View (New York: Oxford University-Press, 1976); David™

'

Altheide, CreatingrRealigx; How TV' News Distorts Events (Beverly
‘ 2

-
Hills: Sage, 1976); C. Richard Hofstetter, Bias in the News: Network
‘ : in

Television News Covesdge of the 1972 Election Campaign (Columbus: Ohio

. ) - )
State Upiversity ?ress, 1976); Steve Chibnall, Law-%kngrder News

(London: Tavistock, 1977); Garth Joweti, Film: The Democratic Art -
i .

(Boston: Little, Brewn, 1976); Andrew Tudor, Image and Influence: Studies

in the 30cioiqu}g£ Film (London: Allen-and Unwin, 1974); Robert Sklar,
: BT

Movie-Madg America: A Cultu History of American Movies (New York:

. ‘

Random House, 1976); Wil)iam Stott, Documentary Expression and Thirtles

'l

America (London: Oxfoid;University Press, 1973). (
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